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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 12/9/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that step 164 is the only step in figure 7b that updates the 
subscribers profile and occurs in Payton's sequence before the similarity groups 
(second users) are determined in step 166. Because the Payton's subscriber's profile is 
updated before the second user's are identified, Applicant's maintain that Payton cannot 
be said to teach modifying the first user's profile responsively to data from a second 
user's profile as claimed in claim 1 (pages 6-7). 

Regarding Applicant's argument, the Examiner disagrees. Claim 1 requires that a 
user's profile be refined responsively to the feedback (step 164). In step 172, the user's 
profile is again modified responsively to data from a second data profile (ratings 
changes (column 8, lines 50-57). Thus Payton does teach each and every element of 
claim 1 . 

Applicant argues that Payton does not teach selecting primarily test data for 
which the first user's profile is insufficient for the recommender to determine whether the 
test data would be favoured or disfavoured. Payton specifically teaches that only items 
considered are items for which the subscriber has provided or rating. Given that the 
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subscriber has provided a rating on the item, the recommender will know whether the 
item is favoured or unfavoured. Additionally,. Payton's weighting based on inverse 
proportion to the dissimilarity between subscribers will have the result of reinforcing the 
user's preferences by applying higher weights to similar preferences of the other 
subscriber. Providing test-data for which the recommender has little or no information 
for making a favourable or disfavourble determination as claimed in claim 5 is contrary 
to Payton's teachings (pages 7-8). 

Regarding Applicants argument, Payton discloses in figure 6, a profile 40 with 
ratings vectors 146. The empty spaces in vector 146 represent items which have not 
been rated. The collaborative filter predicts ratings based on the ratings of the other 
subscribers in the group (column 8, lines 50-58). Thus Payton would not know if a rating 
would be favoured on unfavoured by the first user, as the first subscriber has not 
provided a rating. 

Applicant argues that Payton does not teach the learning engine as claimed in 
claim 9. Applicants maintain that a numerical rating of a data selection as taught by 
Payton does not constitute a description defining data selections as the term description 
is commonly used in the art and as the term is used in applicant's disclosure. For 
example, in the summary of the invention, applicant's describe a version space 
algorithm, which "saves two descriptions of all the possible choices available in a 
database: a general description that is the broadest description of the choice space 
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excludes all negative choices and a specialized description that is the narrowest 
description that embraces all positives examples in the choice space." Applicants 
specifically use the terms broad and narrow to describe the descriptions, applications 
maintain that a numerical rating cannot be termed "broad" or "narrow" That is for 
example, a rating of "5" cannot be said to be broader or narrower than a rating of "2" as 
the terms broad and narrow are conventionally defined. Conversely, a description such 
as "all movies except westerns" can be characterized as being broader than a 
description such as "only dramatic movies." (Amendment pages 8-9). 

Regarding applicant's argument , the examiner notes that claim 9 and 1 1 are 
silent regarding the use of a version space algorithm. Further Payton discloses that the 
learning engine is programmed such that the first user profile includes a narrow 
description defining target data selections (programs with a higher rating) and a broad 
description defining non-target data selections (lower ratings), the recommendations 
being derived from a space for selections lying between the broad and narrow 
descriptions (predictions may be made via a weight average of similarity between two 
profiles, column 9, lines 14-48). These narrow (higher rating) and broad (lower rating) 
selections are utilized to derive the recommendations by calculating a similarity between 
the profiles (column 9, lines 14-61). Additionally, the displayed list of programs displays 
a mix of highly rated programs by the user and recommended items (column 5, lines 6- 
21), the ratings being either a scale as 1-10, comments, or a positive vote (column 6, 
lines 36-42). The higher rated programs have a narrow appeal to a specific subset of 
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users, while a lower rated (broader) program appeals to a more general audience. 
Thus, Payton teaches each and every element of claims 9 and 1 1 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-6, 8-9 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent 5,790,935 to Payton. 

Regarding claim 1, Payton discloses a method (figures 6-7b) comprising: 
receiving feedback from a first user scoring examples falling into various data- 
classes (column 6, lines 20-59, user rates offerings on a scale from 1-10 or comments 
on the item); 

refining a first user's user profile associated with the first user responsively to the 
feedback (column 5, lines 6-20, column 6, lines 51-55, column 8, lines 37-column 9, line 
13) 

modifying the first user profile responsively to data from a second user profile 
associated with a second user (recommendations from a second similar user, column 9, 
lines 4-26); such that a frequency of recommendations of at least one data-class is 
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increased without decreasing a frequency recommendations of any other data-classes 
(column 9, lines 4-26, the combined scores are used to recommend programming, 
figure 7b, steps 166-172) so that the first user's user profile is expanded in scope 
according to preferences stored in the second user profile (the combination of ratings 
expands the scope of the user preferences, steps 166-170, column 9, lines 4-13, 49- 
56). 

Regarding claim 2, Payton discloses that the first user's profile includes a 
specialized target description of favored data classes (user ratings of programs with a 
higher score, column 6, lines 36-40), and the step of modifying includes generalizing the 
specialized target description such that it encompasses at least one specialized target 
description of the second user's user profile (column 9, lines 4-26, the system utilizes 
predictions between the first user and a second user which is similar to the first user to 
formulate the recommendations to the user). 

Regarding claim 3, Payton discloses that the step of modifying the first user 
profile includes substituting at least a union of specialized descriptions between the first 
and second user's profiles for the specialized description of the first user's user profile 
(column 9, lines 4-18, the subscribers profile is recomputed by taking into account a 
second user's ratings). 
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Regarding claim 4, Payton discloses that modifying the first user profile includes 
substituting at least a union of specialized descriptions between the first and second 
user's profiles for the specialized description of the first user's user profile (column 9, 
lines 4-18, the subscribers profile is recomputed by taking into account a second user's 
ratings). 

Regarding claim 5, Payton discloses a method (figures 6-7b) comprising: 
receiving feedback from a first user scoring examples falling into various data- 
classes (column 6, lines 20-59, user rates offerings on a scale from 1-10 or comments 
on the item);; 

refining a first user's user profile associated with the first user responsively to the 
feedback (column 5, lines 6-20, column 6, lines 51-55, column 8, lines 37-column 9, line 
13); 

selecting test-data for revising the first user profile responsively to data from at 
least a second user profile associated with a second user and (column 8, lines 50-58, 
column 9, lines 4-26, the combined scores are used to recommend programming, figure 
7b, steps 166-172); 

requesting feedback on the test-data from the first user and modifying the first 
user's user profile responsively to the feedback (the combination of ratings expands the 
scope of the user preferences, figure 7b, steps 166-170, column 9, lines 4-13, 49-56) 
wherein, 
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the selecting step includes selecting primarily test data for which the first user's 
user profile is insufficient for the recommender to determine whether the test-data would 
be favored or disfavored (column 8, lines 50-58, ratings are supplied for programs which 
the first user has not rated, column 9, lines 14-48, both users must have rated the 
same set of items, however the weighting applied to the prediction is inversely 
proportional to the dissimilarity of the rating, thus the data is insufficient to determine if 
the test data would be favored or favored due to the low weighting). 

Regarding claim 6, Payton discloses that the step of selecting includes selecting 
only test-data which feedback incorporated in the first user profile increases a 
discriminating power of the first user profile (column 9, lines 49-61 , as a user rates more 
programs the user's tastes and interests are more accurately profiled and allow for other 
subscribers with similar tastes to be matched up with them). 

Regarding claim 8, Payton discloses that the selecting the test-data step includes 
filtering through a number of data choices through a set of ratings and weights for the 
different types of programming, by conducting a similarity comparison (column 9, lines 
14-48). 

Regarding claim 9, Payton discloses a data-class recommender, comprising: 
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a learning engine 54 (prediction filter 54, column 6, lines 1-6, column 7, line 61- 
column 8, line 10); 

a user interface device 32 connectable to the learning engine 54 (column 6, lines 
20-42, column 8, lines 37-45); 

the learning engine 54 being connectable to a data source 28 containing 
descriptions of data selections (column 6, lines 1-11, 20-28); 

the learning engine being programmed to receive through the user interface, 
feedback from a first user evaluating the data selections and to progressively generate 
a description of data selections that are favored and disfavored by the first user, thereby 
generating a first user profile (column 6, lines 26-44,user inputs ratings for each offering 
and rates them from 1-10 to indicate like and dislike); 

the learning engine being further programmed to generate recommendations of 
data selections for the first user responsively to the first user profile (column 8, line 59- 
column 9, line 3); 

the learning engine being further programmed to selectively generate 
recommendations of data selections for the first user responsively to the first user profile 
and at least a second user profile of a second user (column 9, line 4-26) 

wherein 

the learning engine is programmed such that the first user profile includes a 
narrow description defining target data selections (programs with a higher rating) and a 
broad description defining non-target data selections (lower ratings), the 
recommendations being derived from a space for selections lying between the broad 
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and narrow descriptions (predictions may be made via a weight average of similarity 
between two profiles, column 9, lines 14-48). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Payton discloses that the learning engine is further 
programmed to compare a level of narrowness in the narrow description to a threshold 
that the first user profile results in recommendations embracing a range of target data 
that is narrower than the threshold (column 9, lines 14-22, the learning engine 
determines a threshold for similarity and dissimilarity in order to make its 
recommendations) and the learning engine is further programmed to selectively 
generate recommendations of data selections for the first user responsively to the first 
user profile and the at least a second user profile responsively to a result of so- 
comparing the level with the threshold (column 9, lines 14-22, the learning engine 
makes its predictions/recommendations by considering profiles from other users within 
the threshold). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Patent 6,438,579 to Hosken: Automated Content and Collaboration-Based 
System and Methods for Determining and Providing Content Recommendations. 

U.S. Patent 5,978,766 to Luciw: Machine, Method and Medium for Assisted 
Selection of Information From a Choice Space. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hunter B. Lonsberry whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7298. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday during normal 
business hours. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on 571 -272-7353. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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